[ STATE OF MONTANA
BEFORE THE BOARD OF PERSONNEL, APPEALS

2
3 IN THE MATTER OF UNIT )
{CLARIFICATION NO. 4-79; )
4 )
I LEWIS AND CLAKK COUNTY, ) FINDINGS O FACT,
N Petitioner, } CONCLUSION OF LAW
¥ } AND RECOMMENDED
G vs ) ORDER
' )
7 MONTAHA PUBLIC EMPFLOYEES )
ASSCCIATION, TKRC. )
a2l Rescpondent. )
|
9!
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100 .
Ii 1. INTRODUCTION
(RS L .. . . C .
“ Petitioner {iled for unit clarification under ARM 24.76.534
12. A L .
Eon Aucust 10, 1973 seeking to exclude an administrative secretary
13 . L Lo .
'and two deputy probation officer positions from a bargaining
I
14

|

“unit of Lewis and Clark County employees represented by Respondent
15 - . .

JgAfter determining that question of fact existed, the matter
106! .
anas heard under avtherity of 39-31-207 MCA on Novenmber 20,

174 o

11279, letitioner was 1epresented by Mr. Leonard York; Respondent
18 ,

cwas represented by Kr. Barry Hjort. —
19 ]

| 11. ISSUES
20 .

f 1. Whether the administrative secretary to the admin-
210 . )

Jistratlve assistant to the Board of Commissioners of Lewis and
29
24 ) ) .

"Clark County 15 a centidential labor relations enployvee under
22

i39-31-103 (12} MCA.
s

2. Whether the deputy probation officer position should

7,

‘beexcluded from the bavgaining unit on the grounds that: (a)
26

Lhe Petitioner is not the employer, (b) they lack a sufficient
27

~mutuality of interest with other members of the unit, or (c)
28

rthey are professional emplovees.
24

. I1i. FINDINGS OF TACT
301 _

i 1. Respondent 15 the exclusive representative of ", .
3t

rall chief Depatles and Asuistant Deputies in the office of the
32

|
iClerk and Rccorder, Aauditor, Treasurer, and Clerk of the
I

[Court; all Probation offlicers in the Probation Departuent; all
|

1 1
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Courthouse of Lewls and Clark County, Helena, Montana as
|
Ecertificd by the Board of Personnel Appeals, Slate of Montana,
iOctober 21, 1976..." under the terms of the parties' current

4lcollective bargaining agreement.

5 2. The administrative assistant to the Beard of Commis-

Silsicners of Lewis and Clark County performs duties involved
with the preparation and review of the budget, personnel
administration, labor relations and special assignments. He

ideals directly with four labor untions, sits in on contract

"W negotiations, prepares typewritten prospcsals and counter-

]]”proposals for review by the County Attorney and Board of

i Commisszioners, develops policy recommendations and develops

bargaining strategies icr review. He also 1s responsible for

14

1

N
Idi
]

I the administration ol five collective bargaining agreencnts

[

15

“.including the handling of grievances. lils office houses the
.
16+ . . . .
bicounty's comprehensive pevsonnel filec which contain, among

1T’ijotiher things, 1nformation on labor relation matters.
181
I
! -
I; . . . - N
19sto Lhe administrative assistant. She performs all the office

3. The administrative secretary is reponsible directly

20 . , . ,
'Oﬂclerical worl including the typing and filing duties. She

m! l . ) . ,
“"i4lso transcribes recordings from grievance hearings, has one
20 - ,
rof the two keys to the personnel files, answers general questions
i
y ‘: P - . I v il
Tilregarding labor relations policy wvhen the administrative
RN . . .
Cassistont 1o out and performs Lhe necessary clerical duties
h . . . .
involved when fact-finding or unfair labor charge proceesdings
of . .
;are 1n process. She takes notes at conferences of the Commis-
;
2070 . Lo . . . .
si1oners and their administrative assistant dealing with bar-
28 o . ‘ .
©galning strategles and labor relations in general,
29| o
4, Petitioner and Respondent have agreed to exclude two
304 . . . . . . ,
cadminlstrative secretaries in the County Commissioners' office
3 o . .
\and one para-legal positicn in the County Attorney's office
32

LI . . 3 . . v
Arom the Dargaining unit en the basis they are confidential.

"The Commissioner's secretaries perform some of the work of the
\
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secretary to the adwinistrative assistant, but only when she

is absent from work.

w 5. The formal title of tlie subject position is Personnel

iTechnjcian/hdminjstratch Secrotary.
! G, The youth ceurl judge of each judicial district in
|

‘the state appeints persons to fill probation officer positions.

i|The duties of such positions are emummerated in 41-5-703 MCA.

E

[He also appoints persons to fill deputy probation cfficer
positions and fixes the)y salaries within the statutory minimum
|
i . - £
!and maximum, i.e. not less than 60% or more than 90% of the

Chief Probation Cfficer’s salary. The minimum salary provision

icf the law was enacted by the 197% Legislature effective July
{i

i1, 1979.

' 7. The existing collective bargaining agreement entered

Jinto by the parlies is in effect until June 30, 1980. Pertinent

lparts of that contract are: (a) Respondent is the exclusive
i . - . . .
Lr@prcnontat1ve tor, awong others, all probation officere in

]
I . . .

+the Frobation Department and (b) special provision was made by
Jthe parties to exolude deputy probation officers from that
part of the overtime claunse (Article VI, Scotion 1) which

“'lreguiree Fetitiener to pay &t one and one-half the regular

‘rate for all hours over elght in a day; they receive overtime
I
fpay only where they work more than forty hours in a weel:.

’}‘1 H

B

26

2

24

a. Deputy prebation officers work irreqular Liours.

J‘; . .
They arve on occcasion call:d out at night and on weekends.
!

ITheir irregular hours because of call-outs is roughly compar-

lable to thore ot a depuly sheriff.
' .  Senate Bil)l No. 106 of the 1979 Legislatuic, vas en-

RIS

&

acted, effective July 1, 1979, to provide salary increases for
i

| , . . . .
pbhrobation officers and a wminimum salary for deputy probation

35 . . . .
toflficers.  Section 41-%-705% MCA was amended by SB106 to read:

; Deputy probation officer-salary. The judge having juris-
l diction of juvenile matters may also appeint such additional
persens, gilving preference to persons having the gualifica-
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i
1@ tiens suggested for appointment as the chief probation
: officer, to serve as depuly probation officers as the
2 judge deems necessary, thelr salaries to be fixed by the
! judge. Such salaries shall not exceed 90Y or be less
3 than 60% of the salary of the chief probalion officer.
4i 10. Deputy probation officers work in more thai one
v ccounty. If there werc a disagreement between Lhe County
b commissioners and the District Court over the salary setting
7iof a deputy prohation officer, the Court would order the
v
£ Commissioners to fund the salary as set by the Court.,
g ) . . . .
JF 11. The Probation Department is comprised of five
’
I
lo{positjons, chief probation officer, two deputy prebation
1 e . ,
1 horflcers, one restitutlon worker and one secretary.
12, . . .
2h i2. The deputies are professional employees,
|
|
Y 1v. _oPINION
: - . o
14% The 1979 Legislature amended the Collective Bargaining
15,

“for Fublic Emplovees Act to exclude persons found by this

6 . ‘ .
Ji;Board to be confidential labor relations cmployees. As was

170 . < . . .
_pointed out in the hearing examiner's decision in Montana

10 _ o .
pEublic Employecs Associalion vs. Montana Department of Labor

10 .
jand Tndustry, UD18-79, issued Gctober 22, 1979, the criteria
201

“used by the Board of Fersonnel Appeals Lo determine whether

KA

ong¢ 1s a confidential labor relations employee should be those

vt
"set forth in Siemens Corp., 224 NLRB 216, 92 LKRRM 1455 (1976).
23

qThere the NLRE held that if the employee acts in a confidential
24

ccanacity, during the normal course of duties, toc a person who

ﬁg!is involved in formulating, determining and effectuating the
zbhemployer's labor relations policy, he or she should be excluded
jjifrom any appropriate unit. Prior to Siemens the NLRE had held
tg;to a stricter definition of confidential employee. 1In B.F.
EQF‘E‘QQQLLQI}‘, 115 NLRE 722, 37 LRRM 1383 {1956) it ruled thal the
ﬁj?dufinition used in Ford Moter Co., 66 NLRB 1317, 17 LRRM 394
310

S{18a6) should he strictly followed. In Ford it held that

Yoty
B

| Lthose employees whe assist and act in a confidential capacity

wro persons who exerclse managerial functions in the field of
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|
"abor relations should not be in a bargaining unit of rank and
|

?‘file worlers. The NLRB went on to say in Goodrich that only

3]those employees who assist and act in a contidential capacity

to persons who formulate, determine and effectuate management

policies in the field of labor relations should be excluded,

F Applying the facts here to the eriteria suggested in
UGT18-79, I am compelled to conclude the administrative sccretary
to the adminictrative acsistant is a confidential labor relations
emplovee. The record shows she performs a wide range of

clerical duties including typing, filing, ansvwering general

inguiries and transcribing. She takes notes at strategy

coenferences of the Commissioners and the administrative

Wassistaht, and performs the necessary clerical duties involved
i

I
15| . . . . -
iHer supervisor is clearly a person who is involved in formulating,

16|
1

i3
14

Wwith grievance, fact-finding and unfair labor practice charges.

‘determining and effectuating his employer's labor relations

i
]7”policy. He is responsible for the administration of the County's
1”Hpersonne1 system including its relations with labor crganizations.
1”?He nakes labor policy recommendations to the Comnilssioncrs,
20ﬂ5jt5 in on negoliations and administers the contracts after

aqt

\
Ithey are executed. The only guertion raised in this case was
2ol
ywhether this secretary should be excluded on the bagis of

"']:‘
) cconfidentiszlity, the ctatus of three other positions have beern
o4 _ _

cagreed vpon by the porlles and was net presented for delerming-

1
C
5

‘tion here.
The second question raised was whether the two deputy

| Probation officer positions should be excluded because Petitioner
Jggis no longer the emplovey, there is insufficient community of
Pgrlntcrest with other meabers of the unit or they are professional
3“Lemployees and should not be in a bargaining unit with non-
3]ﬂpmiussjonal employees.  Although the NLED is prohibited from

v,
tplacing profescional employees In the same unit with non-

pprofessionals unless they, the professionals, desire to be in
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"
1
|
:
1

TWLhe same unit, our act contains no such prohibition. This

¥
1

‘Board's practice has long been to include both in the Same

Junit, if they have a sufficient mutuality of interest with

La

other employees. Therefore, if their professional status is

.

ithe only reason for excluding them I must conclude they are
\

Bliproperly placed in the bargaining unit with other county

7¢employees represented by the Respondent.
“ﬂ A review of the evidence on the record, relative to the
\

deputy preobation officers, and a comparison of that evidence

1?chat they do have 5 community of interest with other employees
13

in the nnit.  Certainly they have as much a mituality of

Mliinterest with the other enployees as do, for example, employees
I

15jof the Clerk of Court or Auditor. Their interest in wages,

il

6!

thours and fringe benefits must surely be the same as that of

17hthe other unit emplovees. There is nothing on the record to
I
1Bi'indi,cat,e othervige. With respect to the history of collective

]g?harqa'ntng, theve 15 nothing to indicale there has Lecn anything
20!

pric: te the certification of this unit. And, as noted earlier,

qiﬂthis Board's practice has been to certify broad units. The
??Wdeputy probation officers are supervised by the chief probation
?3:officer; ether members of the unit are supervised by their
?45eLputed ofticials or chief deputies. If 1t 1s founa that the
?thommissioners are the empleoyers of all persons in the unit.,

o

jjthen cne could only conclude that supervision, 1in its broadest
P7ISEHSF, ig comwon. Persennel policies are the same for probation
: cofficers az for other employees--state law and the exicting
cagreenent make them so.  There ig nothing on the record to

I . . ‘
Sindicate that the oxtent of Inteqration of work functions and
|

3 . .
cinterchange among the probation officers and other employees
|

370 . , .

PAn the unit i1e any diflerent than that of a Clerk of Court

iﬁmp}oyeee and & Tressurer enplayee. Therefore, 1f Lewis and
|

. RECEIVED
MAR 26 1999
Standards Bureau

|




|
\
|

WClark County 1s the employer of the subject employees, there

?fis no lacking of a community of interest to exclude them from
i

al . . . .

?ithe bargaining wnit. The fact that they are tequired to work
|y

410 ! . . . e

'illregulur hours al Liwes Is an insufficient reason to exclude
f

51

them. Other employees in numerous other bargaining units are

psubject to call-back.  Such matters are hetter dealt with at

0

j”the table and ultimotely in a wtitten collective bargaining

8 . :
hagreemen1~—as the parties have done.
o
| Whether Lewils and Clark Ceunty, through its Board of

Comniesicners, or the District Court is the public employer

1y . . . ‘

chr purposes of collective bargaining under Title 39 Chapter
1210 , : : . . .
“3] MZA 18 a questicn which needs a more detailed examination.
|

131] _ . . :

‘It also is a novel issue for the Board of Personnel Appeals,

\
111 L ., .

LPetitioners contend that the Judiciary not the County 1g the
15, ,

ppublic emplover because the Counly does not set the deputy
TE ‘

Lprobation officers! wages, lours or working conditions noy
17" , , _ ,

cdves 1t hire, assign, lay off or fire them. Ouy law defines
150

Tpublic employeory ac:
194 L .

!l »- . the state of Montana or any political subdivision
201 thereof, including but not limited to any town, city,

! counly, district, school board, board of regents, public
2 and quasi-public corpor ation, housing authority or other
K anthority establi:hed Iy law, and any representative ¢r

AV agent designated by the public employer to act in its

interest in dealing with public employees. 39-31-103 (1)
24 [G0A . .

290 From the sbove definition it is clear that the qoverning

| o o
2o body of the political subdivision Was meant Lo represent the

Yhipublic employer's interests in the collective bargaining

il

JiNprecess.  Yet, it is also clear that the District Courts are
|

“inot & part of County government and that, tiierefore, they are
I

W?EHGL inclnded i the "nolitical subdivision"” which the County

N)LCOmmissionorS are to reprisent.  Section 41~5-705 MCA gives

[
Mlirespons ' bility to the District Court udge for appointing and

7QW11xinq the salaries of depuly probation officers within the

| )

stated limits. The stztu.e says nothing about heurs o1 other

| ’ RECEIVED
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|
[
|
I
lw
p

‘”working conditions. Other county officials have similar authority

|over their enployees,

|
4]
" . .
3: Sfection 39-311-103 (2) MCA defines “rublic employee® for
\
dipurpnses of the Act asg:
5‘ . a person employed by a public enplover in any capacity
rr Except elected officials, persons dirvectly appointed by
! the gavernor, supervisory employees and managemeit
7W officials, ... or membe of any state board or commission
f who serve the state intermittently, school district
ali clerks and sclool administrators, registered professional
J nurses performing service for health care facilitieg,
91 rrofessional engincers and €ngineers-in-training, and
H includes any individual whose work has ceased as a conse-
10h quence of or in connection with any unfair laber practice
w O concerted employee action.
P! ‘ ‘ .
]| Deputy probatiocn ofticers are, obviously net excluded
b L.
‘Hfrom coverage by the atove definition,
]3H Section 39-31-301 MCA sets forth the identities of those
1] . . ‘ N .
|hIeSpOHSJblE for bargaining with the exciusive I'epresentative:
|
1571 L . . . .
Ju The chief executive officer of the state, the-governorlng
1 body of a political subdivision, the commissioner of

higher education, whether elected or appointed, or the
17l designated authorized reprecentative shall represent the
i public employer in collective bargaining with an exclusive
5 representative .
4
19“ Pernaps the only 1elevant conclusion which can be drawn
I . . .
200 from a revicw of all the pertinent parts of the Act is that
o1 deputy probation officers are public eémployees and are, there-
| |

thfore, entitled to all the rights, Privileges and benefits of

?3anch enployees. Nothing is stated specifically regarding the

g4fjdentity of their employer for Purpose of collective bhargaining.
25ﬁWLthout question, the District Court appoints them, sets their
ngsalary and through the chief pProbation officer assigns their
?;HWO[R. However, as was reasoned by the U.g. Supreme Court in

|
ggﬂyggg_gé_gjglyg_g_ggé, 331 U.S. 398, 20 LRRM 2108 (1947}, "the
Qgﬁterms ‘employee’ and 'employver' in this statute carry with
7qhthem more than the technical and traditional common ]aw defini-
3yﬁtions. They also draw substance from the policy and purpose of
39chv ACL, the circunmstcnces and background of particular employ-

| . . .
|ment. relationships and all the hard facts of lnaustrial life.

|

i
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yhnd so the Beard in performing its delegated function of

L)

ldefining and epplying these terms, must bring to its task an
all
3‘appreciation of econcmic realities, as well as a recognition

lof the_aing which Congress sought to achicve by this statute.

5 . . . .
J;This does not. mean that it should disregard the technical and

bitraditional concepts of 'employer' and 'employee.' But it is

il - -
i > - .
Mnot confancd to those concepts. It is tree Lo take account of
o . _ . ,
che wore relevant economic and statutory consideratians. And
!

~r
I

i|a determination by the Eoard based in whole or in part upon

P
Wthe considerations is entitled to great respect by a reviewing
1

[ court, due to the Board's familarity with the problems and its

1 . . . . .
‘experlence 1n the administration of the Act (Emphasis added)

There is no clear delineation in our Act of who the

4| . . . C
ppublic employer 1s for purposes of collective bargaining for
15, ‘ , _ L
Jthc pretoation officers.  Thercfore, T beleive it is necessary
|
(Lhat this Bearvd look to the aims which the Legislature sought

]?Jto achieve when it enacted the law. Our problem.with this
]Hﬂparticnlar factual cirveounstance, although novel to this Board,
]gﬂhas net been altogether unbivard of in other jurisdictions.
ar
”'FThe State of lennsvivania deoalt with a similar problem in
21,

16,

|Sweet v. Pennsylvania Lebor Relations Board, 322 A.2d 362,

a9
hﬁ? LRRM 2248 (1974}. 7There the Pennsylvania Supreme Court

i

| . - -

fruled that judges ol the Court of Common Pieas were the employer

tof at least some of the coployees included in the Largaining

'“nnit composed of Court-related ewployees. In oweet v, PLRB,
Z‘iGU LREM 248G (1978} the court ruled that the County Commisioners
77

'}:wero the representatives for collective bargaining purposes

RN

h fbecau:u the Legislature had, since Sweet T, amended the law to
20

y imnke the Commissicners the bargaining representative. The
Juﬂstatnte expressly provided commissioners of counties of the
Zihthird through eighth class with exclusive authorily to represent
-

-Lﬁall managerial intevests in collective bargaining. The amend-
ment aleo stated that the cxercise of such responsibilities
| RECEIVED
i MAR 2 6 1999
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/ |
'“hy the commissioners wouid not affect the hiring, firing, and

! o , . ‘
?Wsuperv151on right vested in the Judges .

|
3r Again the Pennsylvania Supreme Court inp Ellenbogen v.
‘ —=hbogen v

4;“3;&*1_99@2}!4:_951;357_,_ °9 LRRZ 248 (1978) said:  "We think that the

5hlegislative Judgment expressed in this amendment. | | shoyld
It

\ L . . .
Ghapply to all judicial districts." The Court Went on t¢ point

T ant several importint puhlic interests sromoted by the amendment,
| I !

H
“Nthey are sunmarized as follows-

i
94 1. Mo promoted fiscal responsibility by allowing the

U County conmissioners to make managerial decisions
7nh affecting the tax dollar, It permitted officials

i charged with providing revenue to assess whelher
WTW employee DProposals at the bargaining table were
1?“ teasible and consistent vith the overall administra-

tion of county fiscal and governmental affairs,

11V 2. It avoided the difficu;ty of having too many decision
. makers and promoted swift and efficient bargaining
1 pProceedings. 1t also advanced the public interest

in the settlement of labor disputes.

qu 3. 1t recognized that judges are too scarce and too

K essential to the administration of Justice to require
theaw to perform the nonadjudicatory function of

”H‘ Wanagerial representat]ve at the bargaining table.
17“ 4. Tt avoided the difficult gquestions of the propriety

: of judges deciding appeals arising from broceedings
“ﬁ! in which they sat Lefore the Bocard and at the bhar-
Y galning table.

N?W L, It mede clear that by appointing county officials to
- sit on behalf of Judges it in no way detracted from
a0 1 the anthority of Judges to hire, five, and supervise

B erployees,

ETH The Pennsylvania Legislature's reasening appears scound
1y !

'Fand, In my opinion, gqood public policy. & review of severa)
ool

24

nother cases reinforces that opinion. In ithe absence of specific
Pq;lvgislaLion courts have come to g nunber of conclusions with
75ﬁreupect to who the employer should he. For example, in Ulster
?Bfggppﬁikgl_gﬁgﬂiggitL_ﬁggriff‘s Dept., 79 LRRM 2265 (1971), a
?Yﬁcounty and its sheriff were held to be joint employers bhecause
2Hﬁeach had an dmportant degree of control over the employment
?ghrelationships. The court stated "The statute mandates that
Buhemployers negotiate with respecl to the terms ang conditions
3 1!
3?ieffective 1f emplovess are obliged te negotiate with an employer

of empleyment.. . . Obviously, these negotiations cannot be

b0 {5 WIthoul pover vith rospect to the matter in dispute.n
“ 10 RECEIVED
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iIn Costhan v. Local 696, 90 LRRM 2328, (1975) the Pennsylvania
1

‘H(onLL ruled that where a city paid most of the emplovee salaries
,q
J_AHd other compensation costs and exercised considerable control

4Hover fringe benefits accorded employers it was a joint employer

o

"wlth the regicter of wills who had exclusive power to hire,
lflle bromole, and to direct the work of individuals working
\1n his office. No single entity controlled the terms of the

Rﬂ&mp]oyment relaticnships. and, "The duty to pay an cmployee's

():

salary is often coincident with the status of employer, hbut

|
3
][”not colely determinative of that atatys, Sweet v. PLRE, B7

"irERm 2248 (1973). In BESCME, Logal 239G v. City of f Billings,

21,
]2393 LRRM 2753 (1976) 1he Montana Supreme Court held that the
|

'HLibrary board of trustees was not a wholly independent and

147 . : :
Jautonomous entity separate and aparl from the local governing

\
‘|L
body. The board of trustees vas granted independent powers to

10, .
bmanage and operate the library, but they were an adiunct of

5
’p]ocal government, the City of Billings,

}R“ It is abundantiy apparcnt that the Dislrict Courts are
mli‘not adjuncts or Montara County tLovernment; however, [ do not
?”rltJILVC such relationships must exist as a prervequisite to a
'7

j:dCtCTLJHEtiOH that the policy of the Act is best promcted by
?Jddpc]arjnq the County Comaisujoners the caployver for purposes
jjhoi_ggllgg}jﬁfggqigjjgjpg. such policy does not infringe upon
o

llthc Judiciary's independence.  Ip fact, a1l the reasoning set
I

-J|foltq in Ellenbcgen tuprda, seeins applicable here.

!

b% Ho insurmounteble difficulties for labor, management or
oy

Ly\th( 1diciary should aricse if the County is the public enployer
2

pdhiur collective bargaining purposes.  Since the inception of

30 i

:;|Lhe fubject unit the Commissioners representative have negoti-

Hated for all the einployees 1in the existing unit including the

kY

fdepuly probation officers. In order to abide by the 1979 13w

.-
pury

¥l

|
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the Commicsioners need only confer with the judge. To hold

|
[

1“
| .
[that the probation officers belong in a unit of their own
!

Hwou]d for all practical pPurposes, deny them their right to

41 . S .
|oxgdnlz and bargain collectively. They are small in number

rHand wvould be relatively ineffective as a bargaining unit.
GfPrcblpms relative Lo overtine Poy for the deputies have been
7

|worked out by the parties.
8” To summarize, the ciployees right 1o organize and bargain

‘effectively with their employer outweighs any advantage which

OJmight be found in reneving them from the unit. In the absence

1 lof legislation to the contrary, I believe this Board's policy

[fhould be to keep the deputy probation officers in the existing
|
?‘unlt-—fol the recasons discussed above.

| V. CONCLUSTON OF LAW
I The administrative secretary to the administrative

“drhiatdnt to the Lewis and Clark County BReoard of Commissicners
17”15 a confidential labor relations employee within the meaning
s lof 39-31-105 (12) mea.
lgﬁ The deputy probation officers are properly a part of the
2U”existing bargaining unit, as modified above, which is appropri-

210
late under 39-31-202 MIA.

22

| VI . _RECGIENDED ORDER
23 . . .

I That the petition to exelude the administrative secretary
29 . o .

Pposition fren the barcaining unit he guranted and that the
75

intltiOH to exclude two deput Y probation officers he denied.
Aot
'1“ VII. NOTICE
270 . . g

Fxeeptions may be filed to these Findings of Fact, Conclu-

280 ‘ .

LSJon of Law ard kecommended Order within twenty {20) days of
29 .

ﬂ>01uire thereof. I1f no exceptions are filed with the Board of

qU‘P&lsonnol appeals within that period, the Recommended Order
?1! hall become the Order of the Board. Lxceptions shall be
Sgﬁadirvssed te the LEoerd of Tersonnel Appeals, Capitol Station,
HHelena, Montana 59601,
|
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; R ¢ . ]
h Dated this -, day of April, 1950.
2&
3| BOARD OF PERSONNLEIL, APPEALS
) . -
11 /,/ ~ /./'/, - / g
Fs | ‘ﬁ "(?”//l' //, o l";;’ ( ‘_/_': £ e
Ml Jack H. Calhoun
"“ Hearing Kxaminer
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